750.U68CIP 

Appl.No. 10/714,803 

Amdt. dated April 18,2005 

Response to Office Action of Dec. 17, 2004 

REMARKS 

This Response is in reply to the Office Action mailed on December 17, 2004. Claims 1-1 1 
arepending. Claim 12 has been cancelled. No new matter has been added. Entry and consideration 
of the amendments and following remarks is respectfully requested. 



Drawings 

The drawings were objected to by the Examiner because figures 3 1 -34 were distorted photo 
copies and did not clearly show the convergent limitation. Formal figures 3 1 -3 6 are being submitted 
herewith. Therefore the Applicants respectfuUyrequestthattheExaminer'sobjectionbe withdrawn. 

Rp- iection Based on Doub le Patenting 

The Examiner provisionally rejected claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. §101 as claiming the same 
subject matter as claim 48 of co-pending U.S. Application No. 10/292,803. Claim 12 has been 
canceled. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the anticipation rejections be withdrawn. 

r.laim Reiectio "^ - USC S102(b^ 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Adriaenssens et al. 

(U.S. 6,042,427). 

Claim 12 has been canceled. Therefore, it is respectfially requested that the anticipation 
rejection be withdrawn. 
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riaim Reiect^ """ - HSC $103(a) 

Claims 1-8, 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pinney et al. (U.S. 5,547,405). These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Claims 1 , 1 0 and 1 1 recite a first pair of contact members mounting a plate-like extension 
oriented in a first direction and a second pair of contact members mounting a plate-like extension 
oriented in a second direction. The claims specifically recite "the first direction being convergent 

with the second direction." 

In contrast, Pimiey describes lateral extensions. Pimiey does not describe or suggest a 
comiector or method having a plate-like extension oriented in a first direction and a plate-like 
extension oriented in a second direction wherein the first direction is convergent with tiie second 
direction as specifically recited in the claims. 

Furthermore, tiie Examiner has not presented a reference that describes the numbered 
configurationof contactmembers as specificallyrecited in theclaims. Geometry andpositionofthe 

contact members with respect to each other and tiie plate-like extensions is critical in order provide 
an electric comiector witii enhanced crosstalk compensation featiires. Also, tiie Examiner has not 
presented a reference which recites plate-like extensions oriented in a first and second direction 
which are convergent as specifically recited in the claims. Therefore, a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met because Pimiey does not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

Accordingly, the Applicants assert that claims 1, 10 and 1 1 are patentable over Pimiey for 
the reasons stated above. By reason of tiieir dependency on independent claims, tiie Applicants 
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ass«tta,clataB2-8arealsop^en,ableoverPin„ey. I.isflie^forerespect&llyr«iues.ed 
rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) be withdrawn. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Pimiey et al. (U.S. 
5,547,405) in view of Foster, Jr., deceased et al. (U.S. 5,586.914). This ejection is respectMly 

traversed. 

As stated above, Pinney does not describe or suggest aplate-like extension oriented in a first 
dit^on and a plate-like extension oriented in a second direction wherein the first direction is 

convergent with the second direction. 

Therefore, the Applicants assert that claim 9 is patentable over Pinney for the same reasons 
stated above. It is therefore respectfully requested that the rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-8, 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Simmel (U.S. 6,290,524). These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Claims 1, lOand 11 recites a first pair of contact members mounting a plate-like extension 

oriented in a first direction and a second pair of contact members mounting a plate-like extension 
oriented in a second direction. The claims specifically recite "the first direction being convergent 

with the second direction." 

m contrast, Simmel describes lateral extensions. Simmel does not suggest or describe a 
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compactor or method having a plate-like extension oriented in a &st direction and a plate-like 
extension oriented in a second direction wherein the first direction is convergent with the second 
direction as specifically recited in the claims. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has not presented a reference that describes the numbered 
configura.ionofcontactmembersasspeoificallyrecitedin.heclaims.Geometryandpositionof.he 

contact members witi, respec. .0 each Cher and fte pla.e-like exiensions is critical in order provide 
an elecrtc connector witi, enhanced crosstalk compensation features. Al^. tite Examiner has no. 
presented a reference which recites plate-like extensions oriented in a first and second direction 
which are convergent as specifically recited in tite claims. Therefore, a prima fitcie case of 
obviousnesshas not been metbecauseSimmeldoesnotteachorsugges. all oftheclaimlimitations. 

Accordingly, the Applicants assert that claims 1 , 10 and 1 1 are patentable over Sumnel for 
,he reasons s.a.ed above. By reason of *eir dependency on independem claims. tt,c Applicant 
asser.a.a.claims2-8 are also patentableoverSimmelltisthcreforerespectfullyrequestedthatlhe 

rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) be withdrawn. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Simmel (U.S. 
6,290.524) in view of Foster. Jr., deceased e. al. (U.S. 5,586,914). This rejection is respec.fi.Uy 

traversed. 

Ass.atedabove,Simmeldoesno.describeorsugges.aplate-likeextensionorientedinaflrst 
direction and a plate-like extension „rien.ed in a second direction wherein ti>e firs, direction is 
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convergent with the second direction. 

Theretore.U,eAppUcanua.se«.ha.c.ai.9.pate„.b>eove,SU™.e,for.he.a.erea^^ 

3..edabove.U. — respec.Myre,u^dtK.«>erejeo«o„of*ec.ai„.u„d«35U.S.C. 
§103(a) be withdrawn. 
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rnnclusion 

,„viewotme— en..o*ec>aimsa„d.hear^e„tsprese„.edabove.Uissubm,«ed 
a,. U,eEx».„e.srei=o.o„. have bee^overco-ne and should ^wi.Hd.«n. The appUca«o„ 

should now be in condition for allowance. 

Tbe Applicants note that .he« is no indication dtat the d« are accep«.ble. The 
ApplicantstespectM,te,uestthat.beE:^nctptov.deindicaUonthat.hedtawinssare^^^^^ 

by the Examiner in the next formal communication. 

Should any changes to d» claims and/or specification be deemed necessary to place the 
application nt condition for allowance, the Examiner is r^pectMly re,uested to contact the 

undersigned to discuss the same. 

This Response is being filed with a Petifion for a Two-Month Extension of Time. In the 
eventthatanyotherextensi„nsand,orfeesarere,niredfortheentryof.isRespon.,thePatentand 

Trademark Office is spec.fically authorized to charge such fee to Deposit Account No. 50-0518 tn 
..e name of Stein^g * RasHn, P.C. An early and favorable action on the merits is earnestly 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
STEINBERG & RASKIN, P.C. 



STEINBEKU & KAorviix, x .v.. 
Dona C. Edwards ' 



Reg. No. 42,507 



Steinberg & Raskin, P.C. 
1 140 Avenue of the Amencas 
New York, New York 10036 
(212) 768-3800 
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